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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo.sed RUlemaRmg (t!l~~~O

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Na. 04-~33. ' «09"'\l
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and-must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stati<?f:ls. especially r~1!9iPU:!!broad,9Ssters. to take advice from
people who qo not share their values. The NPRM~s proposed a~visbJY. Jroard'proposals -would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. R~ligious broadcasters who resistatlvicefrom those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather'than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gpvemmenl, including the FCC, from dic:tati"g what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a.public fOl'l!m where any.ohe and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even,If a religious broadcaster
consGientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on-any religion. '.'

(3) The FCC must not fOrce revelation of specific edito_rial decision"making infqrmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is fi1C)t properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who 'produced whatprograms.would intrude on
constitutional!y-protected editorial choices. .

(4) T'he FCC must not establish a two-tiere~ renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically;ba~c;J from.routilile renewal applieation.'p.roce~ing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review ef certain classes,of applicants by thelCQnunisslonersrtl:1emSelves wpuld amount to ~rcion of
religious broa:d~ters. "fhose'who stay tru~\to :tt\Ellr colilscieli!oos ·and'present only the messages they
correspond tti';their beliefS could face long, eX~rfsive and poteRtially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) ~i!ny Chri~ian broildcas.\e~:Q~rat~; ~~til1lh~lbU(:f~~t~, asdo many smaller market secular
,s~tions. Keeping \tlj\~~IEl.Ptrici~ f1owirnJ,clS: (i~allenge. Y:E!t-, the Commission proposes to further
sq'qeezeAI.,aritd.smaller,rol(l;I(etbrlad"by substSntially:raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presen~'twlil~~e"er a stafieR·is on the qtt~aRdi (t?),by fu.rth.~r,;reslrictin~ main studio location choices.
Raising costs'witMh~ proposals wouldfo~ S~rViOEH:trtbackS - and curtailed 'service Is contrary to the
public j'nterest.

Wa,urgethe ECO AbNo adopt rules, procedures ar palicies discL!.s~ above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (!~~,,,

"NPRMU
). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dock~t~ No! 04:ra:~3~. «G.
Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals disoussed in the NPRM, ifenact~, wour~ do so - and must not be adopted.
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~iigious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who dO not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

, unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complainls and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoinls to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where,anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pul:!lica~ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
collScientiously objects to the message. The FirstArnendmentfdrbids impesition of 'message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infQrmation. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any gavemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a.two-tiered renewa,l system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application proce~i'1g. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants,by thE! I~mmissioners thems~lves WQuld amount to coercion of
religious bro~cfcasters. Those who stay tlUei~o t/1ejr conscieRC9S and present only the messages they
correspond ta:tl:leit'beliefs could face long. eX~l\Isive and poteotiaUy ruinol:ls renewal 'proceedings.

"

(,5,), Many Ohri,sti~n broadcs:~,~",q~rate"oD t\g~tbl!!dg~t~. ~,s'do mJiny ~maller market secular
slati~)Os. Kee,ping ~1;1{H~lect~ci~ flc;)~i~~is of1en'8iCb~JJ~ng~; t~t. '(I(t~tCom~miss'iq'n proposes to further
sq'!1e:?:e niche al'l;d;smalrermat~t,brD~4$SJ~r$,'~bY'~sLibstantially,n(ising,costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
smff-presence whenever a'statipn ,is otfthe~.itand; (b) by fuj;fit~r,re'stricting main studio location choices.
Raising ,costs with these proposals would .fome serviceCl:Itbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
I '

~.
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I submit the following comments in' res~n.se to. the, Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaki~,{the ~~ ...~~~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockl1It NO: ()4l:29a~' . U~..

. ~O'
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of ,.

proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and·must not 00 adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially r~ligiou~ broadcasters. to take advice from
people who dO not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory: boa(d proposals 'Would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from<those wl)o .don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ,rather thar:uillowing incompatible viewpoints to sha~their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating whatviewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rigli)ts to'i~jr time. Propcised -public access .requirements would do so - eveR if a religious broadcas.ter
con~cientiously obJecisto the message. The First Amendment forbids impOsition of 'message delivery
mandates on 'any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of,p'rogr~.mming, espeeially religious programmir:tg, is not properly c:(ictated !?y any government agency - and
proposals,to rorce reporting on such things as,who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC'must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
autpm~tically,pan:ed.from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review...Cff celif8in.c1as;;e~ Of app,licants.py the ·Commissioners themselves would amoulilt to coercion of
.religiou$'broadcasters. Those·;Wbo slay'true,to their conscience$ apd present only the messages they
<:on-espond t(i:theWb9Ii~fs.coukUace long, ex~nsive'and pOtentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

,,51)j . Man~$i~IiiSY:M;P'" I!~ers o.~ra~e9J' ti91l~ bUdgli!l~~,~s:<liP "l~~y ~maller market secular
. . ~p. fK~e\inq~ft,~~ti( <tWi~'is·.p~~tldi.m·all~nge•. Y~t,!~~(Com;ml~lonproposes to further, .

~e~f:li~if'an~'SrnalleI1Jp1a.iiketll>rofl~~ter.s,:,by sUbl?tantiallY;"lllr~lOg1costs 10 two ways: (a) by requmng
S .. ·te$.e...tce-NM(liIeJl~r~a:'~taii~!1'is O,IiI·th~~dlt'!~liidi·l(b) by'fu!iihenlf,St/iiGtin9,maln studio location chOices.
Ra~ing costs wit/il4th~proposdls wobld fon::e selVioe cutbacks - and curnailed service Is contrary to the
pub.lic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rilles, procedaresor policies discussed abov~ •

.&:~rh,Rt~dbv.
Si~nature

Name

I ~() (3","5,,;;'1. Bold6.bol'O Nl!. -{?~
Address I -:' "T

Phone ..

TItle (if,any)
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I submit the following comments in resp~nse to tl]e..Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (thQ..C .

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DocketNo. 04-233. «V

~ " .~~ ,r :

Any o~w FCC rules. policies or procedures must not viqlateFirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals'discussecfin the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially, r~ligiQus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed~~(MsprY. boan;t proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resiSt adYic::~ from those-who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for'choosing to follow their own
conscienCes, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmet'lt. incll,.Iding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposetl pUblic access requiremen~ would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
comscientiol!lsJy objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of'message delivery
maAdates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated boY any government agency - and
proposals to force rsporting on such things~ who produced what programs would'intrude on
coAstitutionally-protected editorial choices. ".

(4) The FCC must not establish a tw~tiered renewa,l ,s~te~ ..in which cer1lltQ:li~nsees would be
automatically 'barred from routine ran.eW~1 app.J~!iGn.,p.mcessing; t,he_propo~dmlattda:tory special renewal
review otcerUiin c1a:j;s~~'QMpPlicants by. tHe~earrimiSsiQAerslthem$~lveS w:euld amount'to coercion of
religious;tlroa~caste.rs. lhasa .$"(Ii\o stay true \ol~ir consci~n~ 'arfd :preseht only tliie messages' they
colirElsp.ond 'tQ,their beliefs coulOJface long, e~~nsi've and 'potel'ltiallyl'(l;linous,rene"Y81 PlDceedings.

(5) . . M;~ny lGhristian. ~':O~d.ca~te~ o~rate ~",}ig~t~ud;Q~~'~ do m~~y~_mal1er~ar.ketsecular
sta~I)':'s. K~eplng~tlile,elect"C1ty'I~9wl~9 'IS Qften at¢lfjai1e.PQe. 'Y:e~~~ Com,r:JlIsslon Rl:Qp.oses to further
~~lle~enietU:i;andhsrijAllet~illa'~tbroadca's~rs, bYJ'Sl;Ili~tahtial1y,lraising~c::6sts in two w~ys: (a) by requiring
sta'ffpresencEi'whel\'lever astalion:i5, on the air and, ,(b) ;tjy further restricting main studioilocation choices.
Raising ~.sts with:these proposals wouJd ,fo~ serVice,~I:i~baeks - and ~rtailed selVite'is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedut'esor poli.cies,discussed above.
I

\.

,
I·

Phone

Titr~ (if ~ny)

.. /':
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I submit the following comments in' i"e~ponse to ~!'! .LocaIiSr)l Notice of Proposed Rulemakingfa ..~,§:.
"NPRMU

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DoGk~tl'N(), '~23a:,~ -' (J) .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violiite First Amendment rights. A numb~ of .
proposals discussed in the NPRM; if enacted, WQul~ de 60 - and,must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~iigiou~ broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not Share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory: board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional man$tes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from,those who don't share their
values could face incr~sed harassment, complaints.and even loss:of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, :rather·than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits. govern~nt, including~~he FCC, fiom dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
pa>rliculiitly a,religious' broadcas,ter, must present. ,

,

(2) The F.<?C, must' noillum every ra~io station into a public.forum where anyone and everyone has
ri$Pts ~o-,~ir time. ~ropOS9d pU~lic acc'ess~u!~mentswould do~ - ~ven ~ ~. reli~ious broadca.ster
co-!"'!~!:Inti~~~1y obJeets to the message. The'First.Amendment forbids Imposition of message dehvery
mamdates, o~~any' religion. ' .

(3) "J1he FGC. must not.force ~velati.on of specific editorial decision-making infqrmation. The choice
of:1Br.qgr~l11mlpg, ~$P.lJc~lIy religious. programming, is ROt properly dictated by any governmeht agency - and
;p~~aIMo~W~,r.eP,.9rling on!tuch things as wfto produced what programs. would intrude on
oo'risfi(lrtienally-plX')tected editoiial choices.

(4) The FCC must not,establ~h a·l\Yo-tiered renewaJ.syste.m.ln which certain licensees would be
autQmatieally barred from routi,(:)!). relil~YJal ~p.~I,~tio~ pl'Oqlssirt-g. The proposed ~ndatory special renewal
'rey-iew c;lf,ce~in.,C1/3:sses;of .apdJjcan~ibyt.brlpotnttliSsjoners themselves Y,lould a~unt to coercion of
rellglou$}~r:o~Ca$Jers. Th'ose,w.~~sf!ly'true:lo tMeir conscieiilces ~nd present ontY the messages they
,CQ~'$p,~IiI'ti (~:-their.;tmliefs cou~laee·Jijhg, eX~Asive Qnd,potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.. .

We·urg~:the.FCC 'not.to'a~i;)pN'iules, procedures'Qr-,policie~ disC~~~ above.

".'

Name

t11,~ 6/ (/2f-r)
1iiJ~;: ~1f.Iany)

/ q /fIJA(Lc H d-aU '8
bate

/cJ '7 AvTU;tI{N ~( D&£ "';)~.
Add[~s$

(9(7) t3- I3 'r3 - (/57
Phorn~e
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I submit the following cpmments in' rel!i~nsQ tel the-Localism 'Notice of Proposed RUle~ingjtf.te " ~
"NPRMU

), relsased Jan. 24, 2008. in MB DoCke't1f.!ol 0'1'2'33j, j.; . ~f;J ~ ...§
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbf>@~~".

proposals discussed in the NPRM~ if eflacted. woul~ do so - and1must not be adopted. «:
(1) The FCC must not force ~dio stations, especiaUy r~ligioul:; broadcasters, to take advice from
people who <;to not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adv.ispry. board proPQ~lswould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased har:assm~nl. complaints and even lbssof license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather'than allowililg incompatible viewpoints to sha~ their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVQry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights ,to air time. Proposed public access \requir~l)1.ents wOuld qo so - even if a religious broadcaster
OOQscl~flil,tiOliSIy objects to the message. ThE;t'FirshtmendmentrfOrtiids imposition ofmessage delivery
ma~dates oR~any religion. , ' .

(3) Tl;le FCC must noHorea revelation of s~cjfic edit~rial decision:-making information. The choice
of·;programming, eSPEl,Cially.religious p,rogramffling, is i:IOt propedy dictated by anygovemment agency - and
pr:g~ls to force'rtfP.6rt!ng orfl"such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
con'stitlJtionally-protected ,editorial choices.

(4) The FCC,must,not establish a. two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barredfrom/mutine rene.wal ap-p,licalipn Rrocessing. The-proposed mandatory special renewal
review of-certain classes of applicants, by the Comftlissioners tlil~inselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true.to.tt:leir conscien~ and present only tlile messages they
·cQ~p-on'd·tG~tt)9il'id:iti.liefs coulP'face 10r:lg;exAAosive and potentiallY ruinous renewal'iproceedings.

(5) ,Many,¢ tian b~,adc:;ls~~rsQ~t~;~/il ti~,ht bUd.ge.ts,,~as do many smaller market secular
st{i~ons';' :K~p'i " L~lI~W.i~g~~~~~~",,~~,~~al'~~~e.t Yel. ~~ Commi~iOn\proposes to further..
sq~~e>zenich~" ,:", ~el~b~,a~~tersi~~Y s!;1bstan,p~J1Y'I1iJJ~lAg:~sts 111 two ways: (a) by requmng

.'staff·pres,enl'w, ," ~era'statipn:isoll'th~,fi,~t1tf::(b)';bYfutth'etteStrictiA~ main studio location choices.
RaiSi[lg_cos~~With"tlil~ propoSal~wQUld fo'OOeserlice cutbacks - anCi curtailed seJ;Vice Is contrary to the
·pij~lii:Hhterest. "

We urge the FCC net to adophlUles, procedl:ires,;or'policies discusSed above.

,Name

Phone
\

'lill~ (if any)

,I

'. J

1\
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. I submit the followiog comments in respol1~~ to t~e Localism Notice of Proposed,.in~ng (ttJf
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB~,Dockel'N()';~04.;.233:··· ',~ . ~.- ()

0:
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nu~er of

proposala discussed in'-the NPRM, if enaoted, would do so-- and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t9 take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed ad~isQry, board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Re!jgious,broadcasters'who resislaqvice from lhQse who don't share their
values could face increased har:;;lSSmeAt, complaints and eveA'loss of Iicens~ for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government; ,including..the FCC, from di~trng what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a·religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) "fI:le FCC must ,AOt tum evary radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
righls to air time. Pi'QPPSEHf'put)lic access reguiremeAts would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
coJ\lscientiou$1y obj~.cts'to tf:te message. The'F.irst Amendmel'1t forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mahdates on any religion. . ~

(3) The FCC m.ust not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especjally relig!ol:Js programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prqposals to fOrce reporjiAg·on $Uc:lt things as who produced what programs would intrude on
coAstitutionally-preteclSd,editOliial choices.

(4) The FCC must notQStablish a two-tiere~ renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically;,parred from routine reneVialapplicatien processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
re~iewl.ef'certa!n c1~sses of~ppljcants'ibY the.:Commissioners ,thamselvas would amount-to coercion of
;re(@l~l({s broaa~t~i'$.•.'lhasa Yililo:'stQytrtl~~QthQirconsciences and present onlY the messages they
CO.m-espol'1dto·,their beliefs could-face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renawal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian bro~dcasters oPQrata-on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.. ~eE!P'i!lg.the.electReity~flowing,is often a.challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
,sql:Jeeze niGI:i'(~;~lIrd~smalier~ma~et,bro4dcaste.rs. llY sUbstantial,!y raising costs in two ways: {a} by requiring
staff ptesence wh~Aever a /stati~n is on'theair al'1d, (b) by furtherre$tricting main studio location choices.
RaisingCQsts with these proposals would force service cutbaCks':' and curtailed service is contrary to the
•.puBlic iht(:lrest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

m~ 23-/7'0 11
Date

ItJ3~~(!f ~JI. f!.- J.. Cft?6?
Address )

Name

Phone

11it~ (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed~ma.(th~'
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. &>

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numb~ of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacte~iwould do so - and must not be adopted.
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stati(lmS, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM~s proposed 'advisQry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even IbSS of license for choosing to fallow their own
consciences, rather than snowing il:1compatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) Tbe FCC must-not tum every radio statlqn into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
tights to air time. Proposed public acce.ss requirelJ1e'nts would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First'Nnendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infor;matiQn. The choice
of programming, e$peCially religious programming,' is not properly diCtated by any govemme'nt agency - and
proposals to fc)lrce r9lWrting on sueJ;l things as who produced what programs would intrude on
COJ:lstilutionallS'-proteGled.,eCJitOrlal choices.

(4) TI:le FOC m!JSt,np!rta.bliSh"a tw~tiere~'ren~waJ,syste,!, in whi,ph ce.rtain licensees would be
.autQr'naltCfilly~p~ ". If!pin~rotlti9.~~tfrl'e!4~1~~P'p,I~~<proCe,S$,in$J"liheJ~~pp$9d.maJ:ldatory:'special renewal
.J~~w,of"Ge . '~lJcaliltsby,'tlilerGoQjmissicf)n~rS~th~mslilv.e-s ,wau!d amOunfto coercion of
~liglbus'b", " ~ .' ,~1iI0stay truellQth9ir Conscien~,ahdpresent only the messages they
correspond to,tne'i!:tHi~iefS!eauk:lbface long, e~~nsive and potentially ruihaus' renewal proceedings.

(5) M~AYiChrristi~.A broa~CAsters O~l'9t~,OI'il ti9.l:1t,,!:tud.,gel$, ~s do many smaller-market secular
s~Uons. _KeeRingltlie'elec::ttici~"tflowing ,is oftEln a"chalf~rige. ' f,et~ the Commission proposes.to further
Sq'~e,ez;e:'nicl:'i~ ani::l:sl1i1~)!erma,liket broa,d~$tets, by substantially raising costs in'two ways: (s) by requiring
stat(ip~$ence wh¢'~ey.er :a,$ti~n is ,of:jfthe Sir-and, ~(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
RQi~ing:~sts ..witht\:l9'Sa proposals WOUld fome sarNice,cutbaCks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
~pJ~pJilHli1~rest'.

. .
'\VY.~l:JrQe;(lile :~Ce;neUe'adQPt rules, proc~uresor.poJicies djs~~ssed~~l:love.
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I submit the folloWing comments in response to the; Localism Notice of Prof: )Ptt'~ft!.AeOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DocKet No. 04-233. . - .

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted; would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~l!gio.us broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own '
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, iociuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even :if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Ar'nendm:ent fo~bi~s: imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. -

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prop.osals to force rep'brting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude an
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routin~ renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certc;lin classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
~eliQiousbroaqcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and presef:lt only the messages they
conespoAd to~their beliefs could ,face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) fvl~ny Christian broadcaster:s operate 0n tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keel5ing the electricity flowing is often a ohallen!ile. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqlJ,eeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presencewhenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raisi.ng c;:osts·with these proposals would force service cutbaoks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
19ubJieirnterest.

"Weil!lrge;;the FCC net,to adopt rules, procedures or policies di~C(!I~sed above.
, " .

Date

(If-O 111 ('i,)? IL HrLL t:dC.
Address f?OC/{-, h.'j te( lI.er( JJ c. do ~~ to ~

33.k - ~q~ - '1~ er0
Phone

Name

Chn '5 ~(0 (cOlJJ1b

'1"'·



~. '. ' ~Ce/
\~.l'nm~llt;t ~i~~R~p:t!l)ltl :to'Localism Notice ofProposed ,~Iemaklng '~e,.,

'MsTarbCiijf N6: 04-:233 ~ \I~ ItJ.
r4A',~ '.' ~iJt?a1L\_'

I submit the following comments in response to the localism'Notice ofp~RlM!~ng{lI'I'ifl'
-NPRMW

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . ."(}A6> ?'J'PAJ
, "'7,,# 7

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedUres must not violate First Amendment rights.~mber of
proposals. discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so~ and must f10t be adopt~d. 'IJ}

(1) The FCC must not force radio $tions, especially religious broadcasters, to lake advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.. Religious broadcasters who fe$ist advice from those who don't share,their
values could face increased'harassment, complaints and eve'n loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits g,ovemment, inclUding the fCC, from dictating what viewpoints 8'broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a publi~ forum where anyone and everyone has
figh~ to air time. Pl'Opose~ public ac<$s requirememts woulcfoo so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the m9S$age. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decislon-maklng Information. The choice
of programming, especially, religious ,prpgramming. is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
propo~ls to -force reporting 0rt such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
eonsfitutionally-proteded editorial ,choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal $ystern in which certain licensees would be
, atJ!p.IY[il~~~ ~rr~~"!T' r~urtin~ renewa',apP!~eB!i0~ p~~ng: "the proposed mandatory special renewal

;~;~~'O',~ • "p~app"~nts ~¥~theCoro'?l.~1~~~r;s:th,em~ryes w.ould amQunt to coercion of
\ri " ~jbl"QaQf' /' TJilose who starttue .lothaIr conscleiice~"a.'1d·presenf'oJ:lly.tbe massag~ they
COrrespond"to their'bailefs could face long, ewensive and'potentially,ruinous reri~1 proceedings.

,"

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate Or:! tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the'el~city flowing is often achalleng.f!. Yet, the Commission proposes to further '
squeeze nll;he and '.smaller market broadcast~rs. by sUbstantially'raising.costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pl'e$ence wheoever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting, main studio location choices.
~is~n9 s.ests with 'these 'proposals would force service cutbacksI'"" and curtailed service is contrary to the
publiC Interest

We urge the FCC not,to adopt rules, procedures,or polic;ies discussed above.
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,:i~Jldmlents iin1Bes"tartSl! ·to Loo'alism'Noticeof'Proposed Rulemaking, ; '.
Ma Docket No. 04·233

"
I submit the following comments in response to the LocalismNotic~:~; pr~p.o~~: Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I

,.
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First ArneRdment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wtJe liesist'aGivice'from>tho!:re who/don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their pregrammiRg. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a' broagcaster," j I " I •

partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio. station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposec;t pUblic access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. - .
r.;f...,""!JII-'; ~;~: - - 1:• .0;...... ; .. ~~'-. - .•.' .' .... ' .. ::..1, I

f4r ..- .""IneFCrr"rrllisfnotestablish atwo-tiered renewal system, in W~ich certain licensees would be
automatically barred flTom routine renewal application,processing. Th'e j:m;posed mandatory special renewal
r~¥iew of certain clas~es 0f applicants by the Commissioners themseIYes.wpul~. ~mount tQ' coercion of

.br,ga~,aaste[s. Those who stay true to their consciences andl~r~~~.Qt only t~e.m~s~ages th~¥
penClrotlieimJie1'ScotilCface long, expensive and potentially·riJjnous"renelJi1cal"p'foceediri9s~"'.1 .'. \1'';;(' !"f' :".. ,.1

t !~·.~O

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tighfbudgets, as-do many'smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sq""eeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staffjJresence whenever a station is on the air;and, (b) bY_~4r:ti1er_re§tricting main studio location choices.

• Raising costs with these proposals woulcl force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.
"." ...

We ur€Je the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poli~i~ ais:~l,I~sed above.- ~. , -~"

-----........ ' ...

445 1~ ~reet, S"'!

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRMldif e,napteel"..WCijuld do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requi~ing

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date'
Signature

CJ)ano LaMer
Name

/tJ{1 Ka trlJlt
1.~bsa n ~ /l ~ ttSS3u

1//7-53/-()~lti
Phone

Title (if any)

Orgat'!iiation(if any)



, ,.. ,~", r." . , '
Comments in Resp'~nseto Localism Notice of, Prop'crsed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

J

,
.~eCe.·

~/led~
,~;' .,h~

~rf,ft1 . ' ~o.rI'
00 . '/.;, "I

4?Cl/l ' ' ry9
,"Yo

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the Oil}
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

{1} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory'board'proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iicens'e for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to Shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2.) ,The£Q.,<1 must not turn ~very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would de so - even if a religious broadcaster
~o"scientiou~ly ,q~~9.~,~o?tbl3 .l'Tlessijlge. r~e First ~mendment forbids imposition ?f message delivery
mandates on any religion. .", ,., ,. , .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
consti'tutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
auttrt\1atically barred from routine renewal application processing. The propo,Sed mandatory special renewal
'review"ofciertaJnclasses of applicants ey the Commissioners thelJ)s~lves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those wlfo'stay true to their cOA15ciencel? '~.n~ present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, e~pe'nsive and potenfjaJlhuinous -renewal proceedings.
olt ,." .'

(5) - - - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising-costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pres~nce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rajsing costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. - ,. ,- ,;.

Wf} urge the FCC ndt,to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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C~ml)\ents, in .Response to Lo·c;alism Notic,e of p.ropose~Rule-:neking,
MB"Bocket'No. 04-233 "

Received &Inspected

MAll'~ 1?~. ~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~~~L,Rovm '
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by 1he Commissioners 1hemselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive an~ potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sque~ze niche and smallermarket broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence Whenever a station i~~n the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ra'ising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

3-c25-0lf
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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ReceNed &Inspected
MAR'~ 1/"1'11

FCC Mail Roum
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional manclates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
AmelJdment prohibits governl'flent, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partioularly a religiol!ls btoadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PropQsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pro~ramming, is not properly clictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not'establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
au.tQm~tiGally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cef.taili'classes of"applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religi@u.s,broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemak~[Ig,o(t,! '\ ?\

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \'\~~ rt'\

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A~~\\, f\OO
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those w~o don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, __ from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
re'i1iew~of certain' classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic fOTum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

(5): • . 'Mat:ly Christian·broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challeng~.... Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs. in two ways:. (a) by requiring
s.t~ff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. .., . '
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ReceiVed &\~specte
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I submit the following comments in response to the Loc9lism Notice of Proposed RUlem~OOttMai~.Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would doso - and must not be i:ldopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boar<:l proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2). The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone-has
rights to air time. Propos'ed'public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadoaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. -

(4) The FCC.must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autom~tiGally bar~ed from routine r~newal applieation,.Rrocessing. ThE;! proposed mandatory special renewal
rey)e-W!Aif\c~~'f.t~iri~qlas~",es of applicci1ritsby the Ccin1rn:i.s~)pnersthemsel,?es would amount tq coercion of
~e,lj~io'l:ls~b.r9fldcat§:ters. Those.who':stav true to flilei~p-!i?l')saience,s and present only the' messages they
c'orrespond-to thefir beliefs could face long, expensive Em~.-pbteritiE!lI~ ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restriCting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo
UNPRMU), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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BECEIVEll& INSPECTED

MAR S1 2008
\ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru\e al<.ing ,the "NPRM"), re\eas ~O

Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ' , M
FCC-MAI,LROO

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints. .

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
progr;amming (including religion, foreiQn language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of statfons also
serve as imp'ortant gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting -: increasing ownership

e. amOl<lg tho~e traditionally ungerrepresented.
"

Butjl:lst 'Q~ major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures fhat would. substantially rai.se costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

- - -- -One-of-these-i1I--aevised-r;>repesals-wetlld-foree-radio statieAs--te-el:lFtail-fel'iaA6e-0A--lal:>er---sav·irl€l~teGj;)F1eI0€lY. An end-to .
unsfaffe'~toperationswill notimprove responsiveness to a local communjty. To the contt<ary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hour;,s or shut down a!tegether. Un'attemded operation with proper safegl.Jards has helped small stations
proviqe' mOFe serYio'e[,throtlgl\l':~ffioiencY. Take that away, and the Gon;~mission will creafe strong disincentive for

I :'j~. ~st~t0 - "}{'O\1J' c:I00iJngJ~_~t~fe :eve.li)ihg or :early ;[li1orning hours, heurs during Which very little revenue is generated.
I .~ • ~ ~~! Tht:l~i .'fl ~.reli>etag0n-al!,C'@~t5will lead' new en'trepreneurs, includin@ women and minorities, to look elsewhere to

, invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
seleoting the location of their main studios. particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
severnl. nearby.communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license:- the result would be that broadcasters -- particalarly-small-market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce. public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are ~eenlo/ attuned to the communities: they serve - it is:how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicafe','and the Commission rnust not take action tM.at will tip the balanoe so stations·'cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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COmmenll in Response to Localism Notice of Ptoposed RU\ema~\,,~
MB Docket No. 04-233

FCC M ·/R,~. ~
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propose(f~6Mh1cMing(lhe

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Received & 'ryspected
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FGC Mail ROorn
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious br09dcas~ers. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could' face (ong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.. ~eeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller'market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by,further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cUtbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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RECEIVED & INSPeCtEb

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notic of ~~~JslJ~9Iem king
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket ~-m'LROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to- air tjme.--Proposed public access requirements.wQuld_do s.o - even ita religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many c'hris'tian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission'proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising oosts in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed.
service is contrary to the public interest.- - -," - -'_. .. -' "

I; t

: ~ • 1

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng ,~e:,~ .-
MB Docket No. 04-233 ~~. . ,,(

RJ'> \
I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed RUle~\th~~'\ n..oO~

"NPRM"). released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. ·W·~ ~~ ~~'

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number~v~
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted. ~ .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiany religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming. is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protecfed editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renGwal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain dasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiany religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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